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Preface 
Many distinctively unique small towns in Southern Utah are facing the challenge 
of rapid growth rates and dealing with the difficulties an increasing population brings. 
The Town of Leeds, with its exceptional history and picturesque landscape, is no 
exception. As land development increases, the town of Leeds and the surrounding area is 
faced with significant change. 
Along with growth comes diversity of population. Newcomers arrive with certain 
expectations of what a town should be and desire many of the urban amenities they left 
behind in their former places of residence. This creates a complex situation with the 
current residents and may cause significant conflict with respect to planning related 
issues. Within the Town of Leeds there is a portion of the populous which desire trails 
for walking, bike riding and other forms of recreation. However, there are others who do 
not have this interest, or may be concerned about an influx of outsiders from surrounding 
communities a trails system may attract. 
This project was initiated by concerned citizens of Leeds who have an interest in 
trails, maintaining public access to points of natural and historic interest, and the 
picturesque scenery of the area. A trails system has two purposes for the town of Leeds. 
First, is to ensure the existing trail corridors remain accessible, preserving access to 
surrounding Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Service lands. Second, a 
delineated network of trail corridors would inform future land use planning decisions, 
and encourage the incorporation of trail easements in new developments. 
Overall, the goal for this project is to provide the town with a document outlining 
the existing and potential trails in the Leeds area. Information, regarding elements or 
points of interest which can be found throughout the trails system have been presented 
and identified for incorporation into the system. Educational opportunities have been 
pointed out regarding the existing mining history and geology. Other prospects including 
the exceptional environment and the variety of plant material in the area were also 
highlighted. Different types of trail uses have been acknowledged, as well as trail widths 
and necessary easements. Concerns and benefits regarding a trails system for the town of 
Leeds were also focused on. Potential funding sources have been identified for the 
implementation of the trails system. This document contains the necessary components 
for a trails system to be designated and implemented. 
Data concerning trails was gathered and existing and potential trails in the area 
have been hiked. Representatives from the BLM and Red Cliffs Desert Reserve were 
contacted regarding potential connections to their existing trails systems. Possible 
connections to the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve include the existing trailheads at Red Cliffs, 
Little Purgatory, and Historic Babylon. The unique history of Silver Reef and Leeds has 
been emphasized by Mike Empey, Southern Utah Field Representative for Congressman 
Jim Matheson. Items associated with the 1880 silver boom, water and irrigation ditch 
history, and the CCC Camp (only one in Utah still standing) are irreplaceable to the town 
and were integrated into the trails system. 
On February 9, 2006, an open house was held at the town hall to gather citizens' 
input on trails. The opportunity to participate was announced in The Spectrum, the area 
newspaper, and at the preceding planning commission and city council meetings. 
Comments and concerns have also been received by email and telephone, allowing 
individuals unable to attend the event to provide input. During the open house, 
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community residents were encouraged to give information regarding trails, and identify 
concerns associated with the project. A map with existing and potential trails was 
provided to frame the discussion. Those who attended provided helpful input regarding 
the potential system, and identified additional opportunities for trails in the area. 
From the open house and subsequent conversations, both excitement and distaste 
for trails have been expressed. Those who are interested in getting a trails system 
implemented have helped identify trails which may have a particular interest for 
themselves and other users. They have also pointed out concerns over certain trail 
alignments being too close to homes, and identified more scenic alternatives away from 
current residences. Others have articulated that trails in the system should have a specific 
destination and should be clearly delineated to eliminate the myriad of "social" trails that 
have occurred due to lack of comprehensive trail planning. 
1. Benefits of Trails 
Trails within a community provide recreational opportunities for those who enjoy 
walking, jogging, biking, horseback riding, and some motorized uses. Linkages provided 
by community trails establish connectivity to larger regional systems and afford access to 
public lands. Where they follow natural lines in the landscape, these same trails can also 
serve as wildlife corridors. Floodplains and riparian zones, typically off-limits to 
development, serve as excellent potential for trails in conservation corridors. 
Trails benefit local economies, both through increasing adjacent property values 
and by stimulating tourism. Important historical and cultural areas can be preserved and 
interpreted, serving a valuable educational purpose. Trails promote a healthy lifestyle, 
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and serve as an inexpensive way for regular exercise (Trails and Greenways 
Clearinghouse, 2006). 
Areas with trails generally have a low incidence of crime. People who participate 
in criminal activities tend to avoid places that are frequently used and policed. In Ogden, 
Utah, the Bonneville Shoreline Trail and the Ogden River Parkway are both testaments to 
the reduction of crime in areas where trails have been introduced. Geoff Ellis, Executive 
Director of Weber Pathways, has provided a letter addressed to a concerned citizen 
regarding the association of trails and crime (see Appendix A). The amount of crime that 
once existed in parts of the Ogden has been greatly reduced by having trail users police 
these areas. 
2. Trail Use and Demand 
Community trails provide places for people to participate in healthy recreation 
and transportation opportunities. Physical activity helps control cholesterol levels and 
diabetes, slows bone loss associated with advancing age, lowers the risk of cancers and 
helps reduce anxiety and depression (Rails to Trails Conservancy, 2006). Not everyone 
within a community will have the desire or capability to use trails in an intense manner. 
The purpose of trails is to promote a variety of physical activities and supply a tool for 
people to enjoy the outdoors. Trails are used to promote healthy lifestyles, but can also 
be used as alternate transportation corridors. A trails system will connect people with 
places of significance in the area. These places may include parks, natural and scenic 
areas, business districts, schools, and other neighborhoods. 
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People in growing communities are looking for alternative ways to exercise. 
Memberships to gyms are often costly, and these types of facilities may not be within 
close proximity to the community. Trails, especially in areas like Southern Utah where 
the weather allows for year-round recreation, provide an alternative, inexpensive source 
for exercise. 
A. Statewide 
Plans have been implemented throughout the state of Utah. Successful trail 
systems in Northern Utah that have been or are currently being introduced include: The 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail which includes ninety miles of trail along the foothills of the 
Wasatch Mountain Range and will run from Ogden to Payson, the Jordan River Parkway 
which runs through the center of the Salt Lake Valley, and the Provo River Parkway Trail 
that meanders through parts of the city and up Provo canyon. At some future date all of 
these trails will become sections of a larger system containing over I 00 miles of trails. 
(A survey was conducted in 2002 focusing on the acceptance level of the Bonneville 
Shoreline trail, see Technical Appendix). By providing these extensive systems open 
space is preserved in areas that are developing at an alarming rate. The trails also provide 
citizens with ample opportunities to exercise and recreate in areas close to their homes. 
A system allows people of all walks of life to experience the outdoors. 
B. Regional 
Currently in Southern Utah, many communities within the area near Leeds are 
working on, or have introduced trail systems. St. George has an elaborate system that 
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connects to many different parts outside the city center. Zion National Park has many 
trails throughout the park. Some new land developments are designing for trails to pass 
through the planned communities. Salt Lake City based Landmark Design, is currently 
working on a survey for St. George, examining recreational use and demand of the city. 
The results will be available in May 2006, and will provide a gauge of trail demand in a 
setting similar to Leeds. 
3. Leeds 
The town of Leeds occupies a picturesque setting in Southern Utah. Natural 
landscape features are found throughout the surrounding area, which entice people to 
visit or even relocate there. Leeds, and the surrounding area, has a unique history that 
portrays the struggles early settlers faced. Geographically, Leeds is situated in the 
transition zone between the Colorado Plateau, Great Basin, and Mojave deserts. The 
resulting diversity of flora enriches the region. Recreational opportunities abound in the 
surrounding area, and exceptional potential exists for linking to and enhancing these 
opportunities. Since the town is divided by a freeway, trails would be a method for 
connecting the two parts of Leeds. 
A. Existing Recreational Opportunities 
Existing recreational trails in Leeds support a variety of activities, including 
walking, jogging, biking, horse back riding, and some motorized vehicle use. Many of 
these "trails" are existing dirt roads passing through private property, used by individuals 
who may or may not have obtained permission to trespass. Other trails include natural 
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washes, animal trails, and accesses along irrigation ditches. The current trail situation in 
Leeds is however, very fragmented. 
There is potential to organize and identify existing and proposed trails into a 
unified system. Specific uses should be identified by dedicating trails for certain types of 
recreational activities. Connecting the points of interest and historical elements, will 
establish unique identities and allow them to be used as outdoor classroom settings for 
education regarding history and the natural environment. Trail themes may include 
geology and mining, local vegetation, and history of irrigation and agriculture. 
Finally, the picturesque views of this area should be retained as one of the main 
assets to the trails system. Views of scenic red sandstone hills, Zion National Park, and 
the backdrop of the Pine Valley Mountains are something for all to enjoy. They all help 
contribute to the area's distinguishing character and give it an identity that residents of 
the area embrace. 
B. Issues 
Washington County is the fifth fastest growing county in the United States 
(Bulkeley, 2006), 8.4% in 2004 alone (Anderton, 2006). St. George, Hurricane, Santa 
Clara, Ivins, and other formerly small towns in the county have already reached boom 
proportions. Population projections suggest the county population will more than double 
from 2005 to 2020, and that the size of Leeds could grow an astonishing 232%, from 650 
to I ,511 over the same time period, and double again over the following two decades 
((St. George Chamber of Commerce, 2006) (see Appendix B)). Since existing trails are 
fragmented throughout the area, measures need to be taken to provide connections 
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between them and create a cohesive trails system while it can still be accomplished. 
Planning and acquiring corridors now will ensure connectivity within the expanding 
community and linkages to surrounding public lands. 
A well planned trails system should follow an orderly hierarchy rather than 
reflecting the "spaghetti" theory. What this means is the trails should not be running in 
every direction cutting up the landscape. A trails system needs to have a purpose and 
each trail should have a specific destination. Simply creating numerous connections 
between trails is not beneficial to the natural system, nor is it respectful of private 
property rights. Discretion should be used when placing trails to help minimize impact 
on wildlife and the surrounding environment. 
There is also an issue regarding the placement of trails near existing homes in the 
area. During the trails open house and in subsequent discussions, some residents voiced 
their concern that trails should not infringe on their privacy. Various things can be done 
to help buffer the trails if they are close to existing homes. Planting and/or earth berms 
can help visually screen views into private residences. Another consideration is to 
relocate the path of a trail. If problems exist with land acquisition or if too many 
residents are strongly opposed to the trail, alternative routing may be the best solution. 
Ultimately, the success of this trails system depends on the acquisition of 
easements to cross private property. In some cases, utilizing existing rights-of-way may 
be the only way to provide adequate connections. Existing rights-of-way and easements 
for irrigation ditches and canals may also be used to grant access for a trail. This issue 
will be focused on more in the Implementation section under Legal Issues. 
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4. Trails Master Plan 
The trai Is master plan consists of a variety of trails found in Leeds and the 
surrounding area. Some trail segments follow established corridors of traditional use, 
while others are new proposals creating needed linkages. In addition to providing 
recreational opportunity and an alternative mode of transportation, trail alignments 
highlight the unique history and scenic beauty this area has to offer. Trails will be 
identified with a specific name, use, and points of interest which can be seen along the 
trail. As a general rule of thumb, trail widths are detennined by the types of uses and 
how many users are on one trail (see Technical Appendix for sample design standards). 
For this phase of planning, trails will be identified as either non-motorized or 
motorized. Non-motorized means the trail could serve pedestrians, bicycles, and 
equestrian users. Motorized are designated to allow connections between town and off-
road vehicle (ORV) routes on surrounding public lands. ORV's are currently allowed on 
public roads in Leeds, and this plan acknowledges the fact while encouraging continued 
dialogue on the issue. These vehicles serve an important segment of society which may 
be otherwise unable to enjoy the scenic quality of the landscape. User conflict between 
motorized and non-motorized users can be mitigated through proper designation and 
signposting of permissible uses. Dirt bikes, high-speed quad runners, and other fast and 
noisy ORV types are inappropriate in the recreational context of this plan. This section 
will identify each trail and describe some of its features (each trail has a colored symbol 
next to its name which co insides with an accompanying trails system map, found at the 
end of this document): 
9 
• * The main trailhead is located at the Leeds Town Hall. An information 
kiosk and/or a trail map with information regarding the trail options in the area 
will be located here (see Figure 1 ). The existing parking lot is ample to provide 
secure parking for trail users from outside the area. Restroom facilities are 
conveniently located at the park behind the Town Hall, adjacent to the trailhead. 
• Main Street Trail - - - approximately 2 miles, non-motorized and 
motorized. This trail will serve as the main link to other trails in the system and 
runs along the Main Street right-of-way. The trail will go southwest to old 
Harrisburg, and northeast to the Grapevine Wash. In the future it could connect 
to a trail towards the Anderson Junction. In town, the trail would consist of a 
pedestrian sidewalk and class II bicycle designation, delineated from vehicular 
lanes by pavement markings. Outside of town, it would become a class III 
bikeway, designated by signage only. 
Figure 1. Information kiosk with trails map at Main Trailhead 
• Babylon Road Trail - approximately 4 miles, non-motorized. It 
starts at the intersection of the Babylon Road (200 N.) and Main Street, and 
continues down the Babylon Road, eventually leading to the Historic Babylon 
Trailhead at the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. This existing trail follows a historic 
wagon trail used to haul silver ore from Silver Reef to the Stormont Mill on the 
Virgin River. Another section of the trail will start at Peach Lane and continue 
down to a narrow trail which will connect to the Little Purgatory Trailhead, also 
at the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. A study completed in 1998 by students from 
the Department of Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning at Utah 
State University focused on the Three Rivers Trail, which will further connect 
recreational opportunities between Leeds and Toquerville. This study should be 
utilized for outlining potential opportunities and developing this connection to 
expand the trails system. (Three Rivers Trail, 1998) 
Along a part of this trail, petroglyphs (see Figure 2) can be found. A 
historic rock wall (see Figure 3) is located on the other portion of the trail coming 
from Peach Lane. There is also potential to connect to the Grapevine Wash just a 
half mile from the beginning of the Babylon Road. The outlined Babylon trail 
itself makes a loop of about three and a half miles. 
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Figure 2. Petroglyphs along the Historic Babylon Trailhead 
Figure 3. Historic rock wall 
Much of the trail will occupy existing rights-of-way along Babylon Road 
and Peach Lane. In order to complete the loop, easements will need to be secured 
from the end of Peach Lane over a half-mile section connecting to the existing 
Little Purgatory Trailhead. 
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• Grapevine Wash - - - 4 miles, non-motorized. This is one of the most 
unique trails in the system. It follows an existing wash that can be accessed 
from either the Main Street Trail or the Historic Babylon Trailhead. Depending 
on where users start, the trail 
will lead them up the wash and 
under I-15. (Three Rivers Trail, 
1998) The wash itself is deeply 
incised in the topography, and 
subject to flash-floods. Notices 
at connecting points in the trail 
should be posted regarding this 
potential hazard. 
Figure 4. Rugged topography 
Ownership issues dealing with this trail may be a concern. However, due to the 
rugged topography and the fact that it is not developable (see Figure 4), obtaining 
easements may be possible. About three miles are located on private land, and other 
portions are located on BLM land. Overall, the four miles of trail is very picturesque 
with numerous distinctive red rock formations (see Figure 5). On the north end of the 
trail, it could continue further up the wash into Forest Service land, or at an accessible 
point, come out of the wash and connect to Oak Grove Drive. At its south end, the wash 
can be followed down to the Virgin River, or can be exited for connection to the Babylon 
Trail. 
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Figure 5. Distinctive red rock formations 
• Mountain View Trail - - - approximately one and a half miles ( or a 
little over a half mile depending on what is implemented) non-motorized. Part 
of the trail follows a right-of-way owned by the city and is currently used as a 
walking trail. This trail has connections to the Main Street, Leeds Reef, White 




Figure 6. The CCC Camp 
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The Mountain View Trail will provide a short one mile circuit within 
town. Local residents could utilize this trail for morning and evening walks, and 
it would serve as an excellent route for moms with strollers. 
An alternate route within the 1-15 right-of-way has been identified on the 
trail plan. Although much less desirable from a user perspective, this alignment 
would still complete the loop in the event of irreconcilable opposition to the 
preferred existing path. Actually having both sections would be ideal for an in-
town trail. On behalf of both locations, grants could be used to help create a 
buffer between either the existing homes along the trail, or the freeway if the trail 
is located there. For example, grant money could be utilized to provide a fence 
buffer between the existing homes. If the trail is near the freeway a berm with 
vegetation attenuate the noise generated by the freeway. 
• Leeds Reef Trail - approximately one mile, non-motorized. This 
trail serves as a connection from the Mountain View Trail to the White Reef 
Trail. From the Mountain View Trail it passes under the freeway through an 
access (see Figure 7), and continues around the Leeds Reef, following 300 West 
and 350 West to the White Reef Trail. 
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Figure 7. Access from the Main Street Trail 
The implementation of the trail would be within the road right-of-way. 
Non-motorized uses would be best considering the trail 's proximity to private 
properties and the possibility of future development in this area. 
• White Reef Trail - - - approximately three miles, both motorized and 
non-motorized. This trail connects several other trails identified in this master 
trails plan and provides a key union to the Red Cliffs trailhead in the Red Cliffs 
Desert Reserve. The White Reef trail joins the Leeds Reef, Buckeye Reef and 
Silver Reef trails together and continues southwest to the Red Cliffs. The trail 
will follow an existing dirt road which is on both private and BLM lands. For 
the trail to be implemented, easements will be required to cross the 
approximately one mile of private lands. 
Both motorized and non-motorized uses are suggested because of a 
summary done in 2003 by the BLM and Washington County focusing on 
recommendations for the Orson Adam's house and adjacent public lands (Bureau 
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of Land Management, 2003). This study suggests that "a one-way sightseeing 
road traversing the site with pullouts at major features" be established (Bureau of 
Land Management, 2003). It is also recommended that a bike lane or trail run 
along the side of the road. The White Reef Trail could be a continuation of this 
one-way road and trail, since a portion of it has already been identified as such. 
With proper design and implementation this trail can be very unique and 
serve as a great connection to the Red Cliffs Desert Reserve. Other points of 
interest include: the Orson Adams house, an Anasazi interpretive site, a movie 
set, historic rock wall, and 
. ---...... --...... ______ ...,.. __ .  _, __ , _ ....... ., , _ _  
mine shafts (see Figure 
8) . 
Figure 8. Plaque of a mining site along the White Reef Trail 
• Buckeye Reef Trail - - - approximately 3 miles, non-motorized. The 
trail provides a connection from the Mountain View Trail to the Silver Reef 
Trail, and also connects to the Leeds Creek and White Reef trails. 
This trail, like the White Reef Trail, has connections to historical mine 
sites. Opportunities are abundant near this trail, with regards to the educational 
experiences that can be found focusing on the mining history. An outdoor 
classroom experience, centered on mining and geology, could take place along 
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this and the White Reef Trail. Other aspects to consider with educational 
opportunities include the history associated with irrigation in this area. 
Historical elements such as an irrigation transfer station (see Figure 9), can be 
Figure 9. Irrigation transfer station 
found after the connection 
from the Mountain View 
Trail. A portion of the 
Silver Reef Trail will 
follow the old irrigation 
ditch. 
It connects from the Mountain View Trail under the freeway through a six 
foot culvert (see Figure 10), which is only pedestrian accessible at this time. Then 
the trail continues along the south face of Big Hill and follows the ridge line of 
the Buckeye Reef, until it connects to the White Reef Trail. A connection is made 
Figure 10. Culvert connection 
from the Leeds Reef 
Trail up through a less 
aggressive area of the 
Buckeye Reef to 
connect to the Silver 
Reef Trail. 
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• Silver Reef Trail - approximately three miles, both motorized and 
non-motorized. This trail will provide a connection from the Buckeye Reef Trail 
to the White Reef and Red Reef trails. 
The Silver Reef Trail starts approximately five hundred feet from where 
the Silver Reef Road intersects the old Leeds irrigation ditch. At this intersection 
it forks, and the trail will split off in two different directions. One trail, which 
will be non-motorized, will follow along the ditch, which parallels Silver Reef 
Road, up to the proposed park just northeast of Historic Silver Reef. It will then 
follow along Oak Grove Drive until the intersection at High Desert Road. Then 
the trail continues on High Desert Road and eventually crosses Leeds Creek back 
over to Oak Grove Drive. 
Along the first section of trail, interpretive information regarding the 
historical aspects of the Leeds irrigation ditch can be given. A proposed park is to 
be implemented at the intersection before reaching Historic Silver Reef. Inside 
the Silver Creek Estates, a planned community, there is a trails system that 
Figure 11. Historic Catholic Cemetery 
connects to the proposed 
park. Two significant 
cemeteries, the Catholic 
(see Figure 11) and 
' Protestant, associated 
with history of Silver 
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Reef, are located along the second section. The trail will also join up with Historic 
Silver Reef itself (see Figure 12). There are a few mine sites also located near the 
trail. 
The second trail, which is both non-motorized and motorized, will go 
along the existing Bonanza Flat dirt road past the cemeteries, around the north 
side of Tecumeh Hill, and continue up to the Red Reef rail. At the fork in the 
road before Red Reef, another portion of the trail (non-motorized) will go towards 
Historic Silver Reef and meet up with the other (non-motorized) trail near the 
park. The motorized trail must be provided to allow a connection to the White 
Reef and Red Reef trails, and provide access to the Forest Service land north of 
Silver Reef. 
Figure 12. Historic Silver Reef 
Trails traverse over four different land ownership jurisdictions including 
private, BLM, Forest Service, and State Institutional Trust Lands. The trail will 
utilize mainly rights-of-way along the existing roads and irrigation ditch. 
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• 
However, portions of some dirt roads do cross private land and will require 
easements. 
Red Reef Trail - - - approximately two miles, motorized, but may also 
be non-motorized. This trail connects to the Silver Reef Trail, and provides 
A TV access to current dirt roads on administered by the USFS. Although the 
trail use is primarily motorized, non-motorized recreational enthusiasts may use 
it as well. However, trail etiquette should be observed by all users. 
The Red Reef Trail follows portions of Leeds Creek and connects to a dirt 
road at the base and up on to the Red Reef (see Figure 13). Motorized users can 
access this portion of trail through the White Reef Trail and the southern portion 
of the Silver Reef Trail. This trail is mainly on Forest Service and BLM lands; 
however, there is a small section which does cross private land. If potential 
difficulties arise in obtaining an easement through the private land, another dirt 
road north of Leeds Creek looks like an excellent alternative. From this trail, 
majestic views 




can be seen. 
The important 
role of Leeds 
Figure 12. The Red Reef 
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Creek in irrigation can also be focused on with interpretative signs along this trail. 
5. Implementation 
Acquiring easements across private property should be the top priority in the 
implementation of the Leeds trail system, with trail improvements to follow. The 
implementation of trails in the system should be done in phases, with the first phase 
occurring around the town center. Trails such as the Main Street and Mountain View 
along with the trailhead at the Town Hall, are essential to making connections to other 
trails further from the town center. The visibility of these improvements will also 
demonstrate the commitment of the town to the overall trails plan. Phase two should 
focus on areas where developments are going to be built in the near future. Silver Reef, 
Buckeye Reef, Leeds Reef, Babylon and possibly Grapevine trails need to be secured to 
retain their proposed and existing paths. Developments may come in and realign certain 
portions where these trails have been identified or exist. The final phase might be the 
remaining trails which are near BLM and Forest Service lands. White Reef and Red Reef 
trails are just as important, yet appear to be in locations that are further away from areas 
of pressing growth. 
The proposition of a trails system in a community, may encounter opposition, 
particularly from adjacent landowners. In order to gain a consensus of support, 
proponents must lead a "broad minded discussion of what is really important and 
valuable to the community as a whole." (Carlson, 2000) Adjacent landowners may have 
concerns regarding the potential for increased crime, decreased property values, increased 
liability, maintenance and management, and often just the fear of something new. 
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Adoption of official plan/routes requires future developments to respect alignments and 
grant easements as part of the permit process. 
A. Legal Issues 
The fear of increased crime is a common concern, because the property near a 
landowner's property or home is now open to the general public. Some landowners may 
view this as opening a corridor for allowing "undesirable outsiders" into the area. This 
may cause some landowners to feel their safety is being threatened. In fact, official trail 
designation converts formerly semi-public, unmanaged, and dangerous, social paths into 
managed and maintained amenities. Trail users tend to self-police the areas they use and 
will report suspicious activities. Trails are safe places for local residents and visitors to 
en Joy. Information regarding studies of trails and crime risk can be found in Appendix C. 
Adjacent landowners may also feel a trail will decrease their property values and 
may create difficulty in selling their homes. Case studies have shown that the opposite is 
true. Residences near trails are actually enhanced and the property value increases. (See 
Appendix D) 
Increase of liability is a fear of many landowners who are allowing a trail access 
to go through their property, or if their property is adjacent to a trail. The fear is some 
one will go off the trail, injure themselves, and sue the landowner. A standard legal 
agreement known as "Limitation of Landowner Liability", found in the Technical 
Appendix, encourages landowners to allow the public to use their land for recreational 
purposes releasing them from any liability. The agreement states the landowner will not 
be held responsible for injury to a user if the landowner has allowed access and does not 
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charge a fee. However, the landowner cannot do anything to the access or property 
which would intentionally injure the users. For example, the landowner can not 
purposely sabotage a trail to injure or dissuade use of their property for recreational use. 
(Gilbert, 2006) 
The City or County should take responsibility for the trails under an 
Indemnification Agreement (see Appendix E). This means that the City or County 
assumes liability for accidents and injury occurring on the public trails system. Cities 
and Counties may be apprehensive about this, but it falls under a similar liability that they 
assume with any park, horse arena, or other public facility. This agreement is usually 
solid as long as it is written up correctly, although it will not cover gross negligence. 
(Gilbert, 2006) To avoid this problem, trails should be properly designed and 
constructed. 
Maintenance and Management issues are huge concerns to landowners. Their 
property will, as mentioned previously, be next to a public place and its condition will be 
a huge concern. Because of this attachment to their land, they will want it to be 
maintained and not tum into a place for refuse and dog excrement. However, the 
landowners can play an integral part of the maintenance and management of a trails 
system. A management plan should be proposed and utilized to help maintain the trails. 
Adjacent landowners need to play a major role in the development of the maintenance 
and management plan. Landowners know the area best and will be able to use their 
knowledge of the existing conditions to better manage the trail. If landowners are 
involved they will be more inclined to help with the trail management and maintenance. 
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It will also increase the number of citizens involved in managing the trails and allow 
them to be stewards over their own section of trail. 
Finally, the fear of something new in an area they call home may result in 
opposition to trails. In order to gain as much support as possible, concerns need to be 
addressed early. Perhaps not everyone who has concerns will ever be satisfied, but 
efforts should be made to gain as much support as possible. Sometimes making 
compromises between those who oppose and support trails may be the best solution to 
creating an effective and more acceptable trails system. 
B. Funding 
In the accompanying Technical Appendix, there is a list of sources available for 
trail funding. Potential sources can be found through the Utah State Parks and the Utah 
Department of Transportation (UDOT). Federal funding can also be obtained through the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
Other sources may also be used to help reduce costs. The Boy Scouts and church 
groups can also be very beneficial to the development of trails. User groups, such as 
mountain bike enthusiasts, the Audubon Society, etc. can also be alternative sources for 
funding or constructing trails. Local residents, who have certain skills, may contribute to 
the construction of the trails system. They may also be excellent sources as far as 
donating time and helping reduce the construction costs. 
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6. Conclusion 
The Town of Leeds has wonderful potential for a successful trails system. 
Identifying trails in the Leeds area will aid in planning for the future development that 
will eventually take place. This trails system has two purposes for the town of Leeds. 
First, is to ensure that existing trail corridors remain accessible, preserving access to the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Forest Service lands. Second, a delineated 
network of trail corridors would inform future land use planning decisions, and 
encourage the incorporation of trail easements in new developments. With proper 
planning and implementation, this area will have a trails system that is successful and 
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AppendixA _ 
-
Letter troni Geoff E_llis, E_xecutive Dire~tor ot Weber 
', 
f athwa_ys, regarding trail~ and crime 
November 2, 2001 
Dear Ms. Olson: 
Regarding your request for local information on trails and crime, I have compiled the 
following information from conversations and correspondence with people who have had 
a lot of experience in the Ogden area: 
Before the Ogden River Parkway was built, the area along the river was frequented by 
transients and plagued by crime, including drug dealing and other forms of illegal 
solicitation. Many former neighbors recall how bad it was. After the Parkway was built, 
all of that changed. The area has been cleaned up and is now a popular place for families 
and inviduals to walk, jog, rollerblade, or enjoy the athletic fields and other facilities 
along the route. On a sunny weekend, the crowds of people out enjoying the trail are 
tremendous, and you can see a significant number of walkers there any day of the year, 
even in winter. Most importantly, the kinds of crime formerly found there have 
completely disappeared. 
On the Bonneville Shoreline Trail east of the city, the residents of a condominium project 
at the top of 29th Street were concerned about the vacant area to the east of them. It was 
being used as a hangout by teenagers and vandals, who used to get drunk, light fires, and 
carry on all night long. The Ogden Trails Network took this area and turned it into a 
trailhead, with parking for 50 cars, gates at the entrance, and fences and boulder walls to 
keep vehicles from going on up into the foothills. This trailhead is now used by people in 
the neighborhood and other law-abiding citizens, and the troublemakers have been driven 
out. You can see every parking space filled whenever the weather is nice, and the 
condominium residents have been so pleased with the improvements that some of them 
have volunteered to be the ones who shut the gates at night. 
At the mouth of Ogden Canyon, a private landowner was experiencing problems with 
vandals and ATV riders trespassing on the land. The Ogden Trails Network created a 
trail connection through the property and not only opened up a new recreational 
opportunity but also made a signifcant reduction in the problems there. In 1999 the 
landowner wrote, "During this last year we have allowed the creation of the Rainbow 
Trail, which connects our strategic location to the world famous Indian Trail atop 
beautiful Ogden Canyon. The Rainbow Trail has done wonders for our site. Incidences 
of vagrancy and petty crimes have dropped entirely. We could not be more pleased with 
how the trail system has enhanced our property!" 
As ofNovember 1, 2001, Jay Hudson of the Ogden Trails Network reports: "Lt. Dan 
Greenhall of the Ogden Police states that there have been no incidents on the Ogden 
River or Weber River Parkways this year and none on the Ogden Trails Network. We 
had a series of auto break-ins a couple of years ago at the trailheads of the Ogden Trails 
Network, but they caught the man. There have been the occasional graffiti problems but 
that is it. I can tell you that we have minimal problems on the Ogden Trails Network. 
Usually it is trash, a broken fence or a large rock moved out of position at the trailhead. 
There is little damage to the trails after you get 100 yards or more from the trailhead." 
In summary, our experiences with the trails in Ogden have confirmed what people in 
other parts of the nation have discovered: Trails don't increase crime; they almost always 
REDUCE it. We can state with confidence and pride that the trail system here in Ogden 
has been a positive benefit to every neighborhood it serves. 
I hope this information will be useful to you. 
Geoff Ellis 
Executive Director, Weber Pathways 
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Utah's population reached 2.2 million in 2000 and is expected to reach 5.4 million by the year 
2050. Although the annual growth rates will gradually decline from 2.4% in 2000 to 1.3% in 
2050, they will remain more than twice the projected rates for the nation as a whole. 
- ..... ..__ Washington County is projected to be the fastest growing county in the state, with an average annual growth rate of 3.9%. 
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Jennifer Harrington, the former senior landscape architect for Park City, Utah and 
instrumental in the development of the Park City Rail-Trail, suggests that "the adjacent 
landowner issue is a "red herring". (phone interview) There are always going to be 
adjacent landowners opposed to trail development. While studies and testimonials offer a 
good starting point in developing support for a project, they are meaningless and 
irrelevant if not accompanied with broad minded discussion of what is really important 
and valuable to the community as a whole. It is easier to change someone's mind with 
sincere interest and response to their concerns, than throwing figures and tables at them. 
As Harrington notes, "the documents [studies] help the community planners, not so much 
the immediate adjacent landowner, because they can see another community has looked 
at this." 
While the studies reviewed in this chapter can be useful in the development of 
trails, the political, social, and economic factors surrounding these studies vary. Other 
parts of the country may have a more or less favorable environment for trail 
development. As already pointed out, studies such as this one and the ones listed above 
are not going to get trails built by themselves, as facts, figures and statistics, but can be 
beneficial as guides. 
Common Adjacent Landowner Concerns and Related Literature 
Increased Crime 
This category includes issues such as vandalism, trespass, burglary, privacy, 
safety, and littering. Because the development of a trail opens the corridor to the general 




threaten their existing sense of safety. It is often perceived that what was once a nice 
informal trail that only the immediate local community used, will now be open to "all 
walks oflife" from the larger community. It is important however, to note that trails not 
only benefit the community as a whole but also benefit the adjacent landowner as well. 
What was once an unmanaged and dangerous quasi-public space becomes a managed and 
maintained amenity. Studies have concluded that trails are safe places for local residents 
and visitors to enjoy. 
• In a survey in which 3 72 trail managers reported crimes against persons or property 
committed on their trails during 1995 and 1996, only eleven rail-trails in 1995 and 
ten rail-trails in 1996 had experienced any type of major crime (3% of responding 
trails). According to this study major crimes included mugging, assault, forcible rape 
and murder. In a comparison of urban, suburban and rural trails, only three urban 
trails reported assaults in 1995 and 1996. According to this same study, only one 
fourth of the rail-trail managers reported any type of minor crime, such as graffiti or 
littering and these problems were corrected as part of a routine trail management 
program. In a letter from a law enforcement official it was noted that litter was 
virtually nonexistent on a section of converted trail, but was overwhelming on 
portions which had not been converted (Tracy, and Morris, 1998). 
• A 1980 study by the Minnesota Department of Natural_ Resources compared adjacent 
landowner attitudes on a pair of proposed trails (Root River and Soo Line) with the 
attitudes of landowners along two established trails (Douglas and Heartland). On the 
proposed trails 75% of landowners thought that if a trail was constructed it would 
mean more vandalism and other crime~. By contrast, virtually no landowners (0% 
and 6% respectively) along the established trails agreed with the statement "trail users 
steal". In response to the statement "summer users trespass", only 5% of the 
landowners along the two established trails agreed (Minnesota Department of 
Natural Resources, 1980). 
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• Eight years after the Minnesota DNR study a graduate student interviewed the same 
adjacent landowners along the rural Root River and another established urban trail 
(Luce Line). According to this study, 73% of all landowners view the Root River and 
Luce Line Trails as a desirable feature. According to the author, "The increase in the 
desirability rating on the Root River is due to a change in the attitude of farmland 
residents who owned property prior to trail development." A majority of all 
landowners (85%) did not experience major problems with the trails. 80% of the 
landowners believe the trails do not increase the rate of violent crime (Mazour, 
1988). 
• A study of the effects of urban trails on crime and real estate values, completed as a 
joint project of the Conservation Fund and Colorado State Trails Program, surveyed 
and interviewed real estate agents, police and residents along three Denver-area trails. 
The trails ranged from a paved greenway trail through a low-income neighborhood to 
a crusher fines canal trail in an upscale suburb. The study found that serious public 
safety concerns have not arisen in neighborhoods with urban trails running through 
them and there is strong support for urban trail by residents who live either adjacent 
to a trail or within one block. Tue general opinion was that the trails are an amenity 
to the neighborhoods around them (Tue Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks 
State Trails Program, 1995). 
• In another study of the 12.1 mile long Burke Gilman Trail in Seattle, the purpose was 
to determine what effect the trail has had on property values and crime affecting 
property near and adjacent to the trail and to evaluate public acceptance of the trail 
and the trails effect on the quality of life of adjacent property owners. Data were 
collected via telephone interviews of 110 residents. Residents were asked what 
problems, if any, they have had with break-ins and vandalism by trail users. The 
·study concluded that concerns about increased crime due to construction of a multi-
use trail were unfounded. Homes immediately adjacent to the trail did not experience 
any increase in burglaries and vandalism as a result of the trail. Tue results showed 
that in the eight years of the existence of the trail there was an average of 1.25 break-








involved. This was well below the neighborhood average which, given the number of 
homes along the trail, would expect about five incidents per year. 84.6% of the 
respondents did not have to make an effort to keep users off of their property. Not 
one resident felt that there were problems caused by the trail that warranted its 
closing. Police officers interviewed stated that there is not a greater incidence of 
burglaries and vandalism of homes adjacent to the trail mostly due to restricted 
vehicle use (Seattle Office for Planning, 1987). 
• A 1992 study by the National Park Service which evaluated the impacts of rail-trails 
on nearby property owners found that, overall, trail neighbors had experienced 
relatively few problems associated with the trail. The problems most frequently 
reported by landowners were unleashed and roaming pets, illegal motor vehicle use 
and litter on or near their property. A majority of the landowners reported that since 
the opening of the trial there had been no increase in problems, living near the trail 
was better than expected and better than living adjacent to the unused rail corridor 
before construction of the trail (National Park Service, 1992). 
• The purpose of another study done as part of a senior project in Santa Rosa 
California, was to determine what effect, if any, a bicycle and pedestrian trail (Brush 
Creek Trail) has on the values of properties and crime rates. The results of the 
seventy five survey responses do not support claims that trails adjacent to residences 
cause an increase in crime and suggest that the Brush Creek Trail does not cause an 
increase in crime. In a question in which the residents were asked if they have 
directly experienced any crime where someone from the trail was involved, 80% 
responded no. Of the twenty percent that responded yes, the most common types of 
vandalism included "kids throwing eggs" and "kids broke fence". When asked how 
the trail effects their sense of privacy, 53% stated it had no effect on privacy and 30. 7 
% felt it decreases privacy slightly. Considering the trail has been open for nine years 
these crimes are very minor in nature. The most overwhelming opinion of the 
residents ( 65%) is that the trail has a positive effect on the quality of life in the 
neighborhood (Murphy, 1992). 
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• The purpose of another study was to examine the effects of the 35 mile long, multi-
use Mohawk-Hudson Bike-Hike Trail, located in upstate New York, on adjacent 
residential property, including the types and extent of trail related problems 
experienced by trail neighbors. While there were some disadvantages expressed by 
some adjacent homeowners, most reported being satisfied with the trail as a neighbor 
and experiencing relatively low rates of trail-related problems. Only 12.2 percent of 
the residents reported being unsatisfied with the trail as a neighbor and 75.9 percent 
reported that trail users do not pose a risk to their personal and family safety. 8.2 
percent had no opinion and 15.9 percent said yes. The respondents were presented 
with a list of twelve possible problems associated with the trail and its users which 
ranged from "litter on/ near my property" to "users harass my pets". These were 
scaled from 1 (not a problem) to 5 (major problem). Five of the items had means just 
above two and seven had means below two. Even for the worst perceived problem 
"litter on/ near my property", 41 percent reported that its "not a problem" and 14 
percent reported that it's a "major problem". When given the opportunity to add 
additional items not listed, illegal motor vehicle use was listed the most as a problem, 
followed by teenagers partying at night in the summer and loss of privacy 
(Schenectady County Department of Planning, 1997). 
As illustrated in the summaries above, the experiences of serious problems with 
crime associated with developed trails are negligible. Two reasons frequently cited by 
police officers are that there is usually controlled vehicular access to the trail, via 
Bollard's or fences that are opened by maintenance personnel only, and there is a 
"policing effect" of dedicated and observant trail users who report suspicious activities. 
• According to a study which evaluated trail user demographics, the trail users were 
well-educated and earned substantial incomes. Over 80% of the users surveyed had 
acquired some college or technical training, and 26% had earned advanced degrees. 
The surveys also showed that the leading occupation categories were white collar, 
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professional and technical (33%) and 15% were managers and proprietors (Illinois 
Statewide Trail User Study, 1990). 
• Another study of user demographics concluded that the majority of the trails users (69 
percent) traveled less than five miles to get to the trail and a significant percentage of 
users ( 4 7 percent) appear to be dedicated repeat users, reporting uses of once a week 
or more (Schenectady County Department of Planning, 1997). 
• This is supported by another study in which "many users reported using the trail twice 
daily, for "fresh air" or walking their dogs" (National Park Service, 1992). 
Factual information and testimonials from police who patrol trail areas will go a 
long way to easing landowner concerns over increased crime. The presence of voluntary 
or professional trail patrols equipped to alert emergency services and neighborhood 
watch groups improves enjoyment of the trail. The main function of these patrols should 
be to educate users and provide assistance when necessary. According to a survey of 
3 72 rail-trail managers in urban, suburban and rural areas, 69 percent, 67 percent and 63 
percent, respectively, are patrolled in some way (Tracy and Morris, 1998). 
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factor in retaining and attracting corporations and businesses, and that trails can be an 
important contributor to the quality of life . 
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Public Cost Reduction: The conservation of rivers, trails and greenways may help local 
governments and other public agencies reduce the otherwise intensive development costs 
such as roads and sewers; reduce costs resulting from natural hazards such as flooding; 
and avoid costly damages to natural resources . 
The economic benefits of greenways and trails can be examined in a more 
simplified manner by looking at two general categories: (1) Property Values and (2) 
Tourist-Visitor Expenditures/Business Revitalization . 
(1) Property Values: The impact of a recreation corridor on adjacent and nearby 
property values has been the primary subject of a multitude of studies and surveys 
throughout the United States. These studies have revealed that trails have no adverse 
effects on adjacent property values, and in most instances result in enhanced value and 
increased salability . 
• According to a study of property values near greenbelts in Boulder, Colorado, 
housing prices decline an average of $4.20 for each foot of distance from a greenbelt 
up to 3,200 feet. This average was $10.20 for each foot of distance in one specific 
neighborhood. It was determined that, other variables being equal, the average value 
of property adjacent to the greenbelt would be 32 percent higher than those 3,200 feet 
away (Correll, Lillydahl, and Singell, 1978) . 
• In 1992 The National Park Service and Penn State University released a report 
entitled Impacts of Rail Trails. According to this study of landowners and users 
along three rail-trails, (the rural Heritage Trail in Iowa, the St. Marks Trail in Florida 
which runs through small communities and forested areas and the suburban Lafayette/ 
Moraga Trail in California) both landowners near or adjacent to the study trails and 
real estate agents felt that the trails had no adverse affect on the desirability or values 
of the properties. Those who felt the trails increased property values outnumbered 
l 
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those who reported decreased values. A majority of the post-trail development 
homebuyers reported that the trail either had no effect or added to the properties 
appeal and along the Lafayette/Moraga Trail a majority of owners felt the trail would 
increase the value of their home (National Park Service and Pennsylvania State 
University, 1992). 
• According to a survey of residents along the Mohawk-Hudson Bike-Hike Trail in 
New York State, 85.8 percent of landowners feel that the trail has had no effect or has 
increased their ability to sell their homes. Similarly, most of the landowners surveyed 
feel the trail has no effect on or actually increased the value of their property 
(Schenectady County Department of Planning, 1997). 
• Seattle's Burke-Gilman Trail has not only been used as a selling point for nearby 
properties, but it has also been proven to increase the value of those properties. The 
results of surveys of homeowners and real estate agents conducted by the Seattle 
Engineering Department shows property near but not immediately adjacent to the trail 
is significantly easier to sell. According to real estate agents, these properties sell for 
an average of 6 percent more because of its proximity to the trail. However, property 
immediately adjacent to the trail is slightly easier to sell and the trail has no 
significant effect on the selling price. Sixty percent of the homeowners believed that 
being adjacent to the trail would either make their home sell for more or have no 
effect on the selling price (Seattle Office of Planning, 1987). 
• The results of a survey of adjacent landowners along the Luce Line rail-trail in 
Minnesota show that the majority of owners (87 percent) believed the trail increased 
or had no effect on the value of their property. Two thirds, or 61 percent stated an 
increase in their property values as a result of the trail. New owners felt the trails 
have a greater positive effect on adjacent property values than do continuing owners. 
Appraisers and real estate agents stated that trails were a positive selling point for 
suburban residential property, hobby farms, farmland proposed for development, and 
some types of small town commercial property (Mazour, 1988). 
• According to the results of a study of the effects of three urban trails in and around 
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residents of homes adjacent to the trail felt that the trail would make their home easier 
to sell. The trails ranged from a paved greenway trail through a low income 
neighborhood to a crusher fines (unpaved) canal trail in an upscale suburb. None of 
the residents oftownhomes, apartments, and condominiums adjacent to the trail felt 
the trail would decrease the selling price of their home, and 42 percent thought that it 
would increase the price of their home; 73 percent of the real estate agents believed 
that a home adjacent to a trail would be easier to sell, and 55 percent agreed the home 
would sell for more than a comparable home from a different neighborhood (The 
Conservation Fund and Colorado State Parks State Trails Program, March 1995) . 
• According to a study of the effect of the Brush Creek Trail in Santa Rosa's Rincon 
Valley on property values and crime, 49.3 percent (out of 75 respondents) of the 
adjacent residents thought the trail would have no effect on selling the home and 29.3 
percent thought the trail would make the home slightly easier to sell. 69 .3 percent 
thought the trail would have no effect on the selling price of the home and 20 percent 
thought it would make the home sell for slightly more. Sixty-one percent of the real 
estate agents surveyed ( out of 31 surveyed) stated that they would use the trail and 
creek as selling points (Murphy, 1992) . 
• An increased stability of listing is considered to be the greatest value brought to 
trailside properties by the Northern Central Rail-Trail in Baltimore County, 
Maryland. According to this study (Analysis of Economic Impacts of the Northern 
Central Rail-Trail) conducted for the Maryland Department of Natural Resources in 
1994, "if two identical properties are for sale and one is near the trail and the other is 
not, the trail is used as a selling point and helps many nearby owners sell their 
property faster." The study also found that 63 percent of survey respondents, 
comprised of trail users, nearby landowners and local businesses, felt the trail 
enhances nearby property values (PKF Consulting, 1994) . 
• According to James Amon, Executive Director of the Deleware & Raritan Canal 
Commission: "Realtors show the canal park to potential homebuyers and have 
reported that proximity to the trail raises the value of these homes. Industrial 
recruiters tell us that they always show the canal park to prospective employees . 
Senior citizens have said that it is the number one reason they stay in the region" 
(Rails-to-Trails Conservancy and National Park Service, 1995). 
Figure 3. Enhanced property value due to presence of canal. 
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(2) Tourist-Visitor Expenditures and Business Revitalization: Studies have shown 
that trails stimulate local economies. By attracting bicyclists, hikers, cross-country skiers 
and other tourists, trails in turn, attract and revitalize businesses, create jobs, and increase 
public revenues. The income generated by these recreational activities can be of 
substantial importance to the existing local economy as well as a significant source of 
new local economic development. 
• According to the previously mentioned study, The Impacts of Rail-Trails, use of the 
trails surveyed generated a significant amount of economic activity from two major 
sources: trip-related expenditures and additional expenditures on durable goods. 
Trip related expenditures by trail users (food, lodging, gas, etc.) ranged from $1.2 to 
$1.8 million per year. Durable goods (bicycles, clothing, supplies, etc.) purchased by 
I 
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trail users ranged from $ 130 to $250 per trail user per year. New money brought into 
the communities by visitors using the trails ranged from $249,000 to $630,000 per 
year respectively. Local economies of communities through which the trails pass 
averaged an increase of well over a half a million dollars in annual direct 
expenditures made by trail users during their visits as well as significant additional 
expenditures made on durable goods related to trail use (National Park Service and 
Pennsylvania State University, 1992) . 
• Analysis of Economic Impacts of the Northern Central Rail Trail found that while the 
1993 budget to provide the trail to the public was $191,893, the direct economic 
inputs to the state of Maryland via tax revenue alone were $303,750. The demand for 
the trail is illustrated by an increase in use of 10,000 visitors per annum in 1984 to 
over 450,000 in 1993. In 1993, trail users spent an average of$203 on goods for use 
on the trail. This increase in use has had an enormous economic impact on nearby 
businesses, leading to the creation and support of264 jobs statewide. The value of 
goods purchased because of the trail for 1993 was valued at over $3.38 million (PKF 
Consulting, 1994) . 
• Within weeks of the Katy Trail dedication in Missouri, new and old businesses were 
vying for tourist dollars. These communities which were in economic decline since 
the demise of the nearby railroad and were initially opposed to the trail, changed their 
sentiments when the flocks of visitors proved to be responsible, likable guests who 
needed goods and services available in the small towns. A 1993 user survey showed 
that it generated an estimated $3 million in local revenue (NBPC Technical Brief, 
September, 1995) . 
• When a towpath trail (canal trail) opened in Peninsula, Ohio, the influx of trail users 
led to the conversion of a former bar and gift shop into a successful bicycle rental and 
repair shop. The towns Winking Lizard Tavern has also benefited from the trail with 
an increase of 200 customers a week in the first year since the trail' s opening (Rails-
to-Trails Conservancy and National Park Service, 1995). 
• Michigan's Hart-Montague Bicycle Trail follows along the eastern coast of Lake 
Michigan. After six months of bicycle use along the trail, business has increased for 
• 
several owners by 25 to 30 percent. Trail passes brought in revenues of 
approximately $40,000, up 33 percent from 1991 (Aardema, 1992). 
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Peak season hotel rooms along Wisconsin's Elroy-Sparta State Park Trail are booked 
up to a full year in advance. A state study of the trail revealed that the destination is 
so desirable that an average visitor will travel 228 miles to experience it. Half of all 
the trail users are out-of-state visitors who bring "new" money into the state. The 
total average expenditure per party is $105.35. In 1988, users of the trail averaged 
expenditures of $25.14 per day for trip-related expenses. Total trail user expenditures 
in 1988 were over $1.2 million (Schwecke, Sprehn, Hamilton, and Gray., 1989). 
A ten-foot wide perpetual easement to U.S. Telecom, issued by the trail managing 
entity of Wisconsin's Glacial Drumlin Trail, helped pay to pave the 48 mile trail. 
U.S. Telecom paid out $375,000 for the paving of the trail in exchange for use of the 
corridor (Ryan, Fink, Lagerwey, Balmori, and. Seams, 1993). 
• The Campbell Inn in Campbell, California was required to provide an easement for 
the Los Gatos Trail as a condition for development. Realizing the marketing potential 
of the trail, developers constructed part of the trail and provide rental bicycles for 
hotel guests. The Inn promotes the trail in their brochure: "For fitness and fun, The 
Campbell Inn offers a jogging/ biking trail connecting to a full series par course 
which ... runs along a scenic trail, passing through forests and alongside a stream and 
two beautiful lakes" (National Park Service, 1995). 
• Once known as an industrial city, Pueblo, Colorado made a decision early on to 
improve its appearance and amenities in order to attract new business. The 
investment made in trails and parks along the Arkansas River and Fountain Creek is 
now credited by city fathers as one of the most important components in turning 
around economic decline (Denver Post, January 27 1990). 
•• 
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_ Appendix E_ . 
Trail <:3nd f:\ecreation E._asement Agreement 
4356563337 
WHEN RECORDED MAil. TO: 
Town of Leeds 
c/o Heath H. Snow, Esq., Town Attorney 
The Law Office of Heath H. Snow, P.C. 
1722 Eam 280 North, Suite D-1 
St. George. Utah 84 790 
TRAIL AND RECREATION EASEMENT AGREEMF.NT 
EASEMENT 
PAGE 05 
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRF.SENT: That in consideration of One Dollar ($1.00} and other good and vllluablc:: considendion paid to--------------~-Hereinafter referred to as '!Grantor(s)", by the Town of Leeds, a Utah nnmicipal corporation, hereinafter 1efer~ to as "Grantee" or "Town", the receipt ofwhiob is h<:rcby acknowlcdi;c:d, Grantor(s) do hereby grant transfer and convey 1.D1to Grantee a temporary easement with the right to erect, construct and install (''Construction Easement'), and thereafter a non-e,tclusive permanent easement to use, operate, inspect repair, maintain and replace a trail suitable for · pedestrian~ bicyclists, and other non-motorized vehicles along that portion of the property described herein which owned by the Grantor(s} located in Washington County, State of Utah, together with all rights and privileges as are necessary or incidental to the reasonable an proper use of such casement ('"Trail Easetn(;Ul"). 
The C.onstruction Easement shall be ___ feet in width during the period of construction, and upon completion of the improvements, the Trail Easement shall be __ feet · in width. The description of the permanent Trail Ea.ciement is shown in E,dubit ••A" which i3 attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. AdditionaHnformation regarding the Trail Easement is attached hereto as Exhi"bits •• ___ ", which are also incorporated herein by this reference. The above-mentioned Trail Easement shall also be lmown as the .. Trail" throughout the remainder of this Agreement. 
AGREEMENT 
As additional consideration for the Construction Easement and the Trail Easement the parties do hereby additionally covmant and agree a.-. follows: 
l. Payment of Construction and Maintenance Gosts of Trail. Grantee shall pay for and install the trail contemplated above with a minimum width of ___ feet. Upon completion of the trial contemplated above. the Grantee shall maintain and repair the Easement. 
2. Additional lmprovc:ment,. Grantee may make other additional improvements incidental to the use and enjoyment of the Tmil, so long as these improvements do not interfere with the Grantor(s) reasonable use ofits propeny on either side of the Trail Easement, and do not interfere with the Grantor(s)• concurrent uqe of the Trail Easement incidental to its use of its property. 
3. Modification and Maintenance of Property Grad~ and Slopes. In constructing the Trail, the Grantee shall have the right to modify the slopes and property grades so as to 
1 
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acoommodate the construction, maintenance and use of the Trail. Grantee shall not be required to restore such slopes or grades following the construction of the Trail. The parties agree that the integrity of lhe property grades and slopes adjoining the Trail are essential to the use of the Trail Easement granted herein. Subsequent to the expiration of the Construction Easement, Grantor(s) for themsclvc:s mid their successun. and assigns agree to maintain their property adjoining the Trail, as modified., in such a way so as to not interfere with the rights of the Town hereunder or the use of the fuil Eatement granted he{emtdcr. 
4. Restoration to Gran.tons)' Property Other Than Slope & Grade Modification. Other than modifications made to the slope and grade of Gtantor(s)' property, subsequent to construction, repair or maintenance, Grantee shall restore the area surrounding the Trait Easement to a condition substantially equivalent to its condition immediately preceding Grantee's entry and commencement of work. Grantee shall repair and replace all improvements to Grnntor(s)' property that~ ui:,iUTbed or damaged in the exercise of the rights and privileges granted under this Agreement 
5. Use of the Trail Easement The Grantee shall not use the Trail Easement for any purpose other than that contemplated hercin. 
6. Limited Indemnification. As between Grantor(s) and Grantee, Grant.re $hall bear responsibility for the use and enjoyment of the above-described easement and shall indemnify and hold the Grantor(s) harmless from any claim of damages to a person or property resulting from the use, occupancy am.I possession of the Trail Easement by the Grantee, its agents, employeesJ invitees or easement users, but such indemnification shall ex.tend only to those cla.im!\l of damage proximately caused by the act, omission or negligence of Grantee, its agents or employees. 
7. · l]lird-Party Rights. The covenants and agreements herein contained are for the benefit of the Grantor(s) and Grantee only, and do not create any obligations or duties to persons or entities not a party hereto. 
8. Grantor{sf Use of Their Property Adjoining the Trail Easement. Grantor(s) herein reserve to themselves, their (its) succc:swrs and assigns, the right to enter upon, occupy and use their property adjoining the Trail ~t fur any and all purposes not inconsistent with the rights and privileges herein granted. 
9. Abandonment of Trail E115cment. E~cept upon the recording of a written notice of abandonment or as determined by a court of competent jurisdiction i.n th~ State of Ut:ih, Grantee shall not be deemed to have abandoned the Trail Easement, simply because of non-use or disrepair for any extended period of time. Upon the recording of a written notice of abandonment, tln; ~scmcnt shall be comidered permanently abandoned and all rights, privileges, and interests shall revert back to the Grantor(s). 
· 10. Public Use of the I rail Easement. I  is expressly acknowledged by the parties that it is the intention of the C'J111nt.ee o make the Trail availnbtc to the U3c of the: public without charge. Grantor(s) covenants to not restrict the use the Trail upon their (its) property in any way. 
2 
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Russ Akina, Director Parks and Recreation, City of Logan. 
Di Allison, Executive Director, Weber County Pathways 
Terel Grimley, President, Utah Water Users Association (UWUA) 
Jennifer Herrington, Park City Municipal Corporation. 
Mark Hermundstad, Williams, Turner and Holmes, P.C., Grand Junction. 
Leo Hennesy, Trails Coordinator, Idaho Division of Parks and Recreation. 
Greg Hoskin, Attorney, Grand Junction. 
Lori M. Hunter, Assistant Professor, Department of Sociology, Utah State University. 
James Kennedy, Professor, Dept. of Forest Resources 
John Knudson, Trails Coordinator, Utah Division of Parks and Recreation. 
Robert J. Lilieholm, Ph.D.,_Associate Professor, Natural Resources Management and 
Economics, USU. 
Stuart Macdonald, State Trails Coordinator, Colorado State Parks. 
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Greg Montgomery, AICP, Current Planning Manager, City of Ogden, Community Development 
Dept.. 
Hugh Osborne, NPS, River Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, Rocky Mountain 
Region. 
Rory Robinson, NPS, River Trails and Conservation Assistance Program, Ohio Field Office. 
Kay Salizar, National Park Service, Challenge Cost Share Program, Colorado. 
Shawn Seager, Mountain Land Association of Governments 
Robert Seams, Urban Edges, Denver Colorado. 
Ron Vance, Logan Ranger District, Forest Service. 
Mike Voss, President of Ogden Trails Network 
Dr. Garth Willey, North Ogden Trails Group 
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